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Case Study: Deploy Al to Increase Cost Savings in Indirect Spend

Determine Al
Improvement
Opportunities

Understand Current-
State Challenges

Analyze Quantifiable
Performance Metrics

Quantify Al Impact to
Operational
Performance

“How bad is it??” “How much
improvement ?”

“Where are things
bad?”

“How can Al help?”

~30% of Total Spend/ Yr 90%+ Compliance to Policies & Buying Channels

More Spend Managed by Procurement High Spend Compliance to Contracts
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Manage > Control sl Compliance
REPORTING /
DATA SOURCING POLICY TECHNOLOGY USER CHANGE
CONTRACT PROCESS MONITORING
. . EXPERIENCE MANAGEMENT
Accurate Negotiated . Clear Rules of . Guides & .
. .. High Coverage Standardized . . Continuous
Intelligence Pricing Engagement Controls Easy High Adoption Visibility
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CLEAN & ACCURATE DATA




Case Study - Current State

More Spend Managed
by Procurement

( Manage )

DATA

Fragmented, untrusted, inaccurate > No reliable
view of spend or savings opportunity

SOURCING

Misaligned policies, tech limitations, lack of
controls » Constrained capacity and impact

CONTRACTS

Long & inconsistent process, manual, not
accessible > High non-contracted spend
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CURRENT STATE

( Control )

POLICY

Inconsistent, not aligned to business outcome -
Unclear what is compliant to enforce

PROCESS

Unclear, steps vs. outcome, inconsistent >
Compliant steps but uncontrolled outcome

TECHNOLOGY

Siloed systems, low integrations, manual in-
between processes > /nefficient & ineffective

High Spend Compliance
to Contracts

( Compliance )

USER EXPERIENCE

No intake process, inconsistent, non-compliant
> Stakeholders bypass Procurement entirely

CHANGE MANAGEMENT

Lack of awareness, clarity, knowledge/ training >
Inconsistent adoption & lower compliance

REPORTING / MONITORING

Highly manual, multiple sets of disparate data,
periodical review > not actionable



Current State — Quantifying the “How Bad”

1
: ~8% Cost savings when Procurement ~12% of savings initiatives resulted in ~60% of cost savings initiatives ~10% of total spend strategically managed |
| strategically managed spend >$1M in savings are <$1Min spend by Procurementannually :
1
__________________________________________________________________________________ J
. X N\ N\ - N\ B ™
For categories strategically ~3% of POs met >$100K PR/O ~34% of spend was with Of ~34% in contracted spend, ~7%
sourced by Procurement, <10% of requiring Procurement contracted suppliers (~10% of all w/ <$100K/yr suppliers & ~26% of
( spend with winning suppliers ) | Engagement (~3K/ Yr) ) L suppliers) ) L w/ >$100k/ yr suppliers Y
~1 - 0, i
~80% of spend in top 10 spend ~8% of top 80% of spend suppliers 1 26_A) of spend in catalog ~2% of suppliers had over $1M/ Yr
. categories on catalogs (99% of
categories are not on contracts had contracts . spend
L suppliers had no catalog) )
-
~85% of i i had PO (~15% 80S lierIDs/ N f
97% of POs have Avg. $6k/PO o otinvoices hd ( ° upp.ler S a.mes ora 30-40% in touchless Invoices
AFT PO) single supplier
. J U J U J U J

Poor data quality and policies limit Poor policies & lack of controls to Hard to be compliant, and, to drive
ability to manage more spend effectively govern “buying” “right” compliance to drive value

| Indirect Procurement is constrained to deliver 1/3 of the potential value; @ 10% of the identified benefits
: realization, net impact is less than 5% of potential cost savings opportunity

ConfidenOal$rfgiev® 2026 Deloitte Development LLC. All rights reserved.



Tying the operational improvements against the performance metrics to quantify Al benefits

More Spend Managed

- | Inoreassd Compliance

Al RECOMMENDATIONS

Increased Compliance

(T \ 4 N\
Intake and Spend Analytics and ! Increase spend managed by : Increase spend managed by
Orchestration _ Taxonomy : Indirect Procurement : Procurement from 10% to 30%
Procurement request Unified spend visibility N L L L o L L el / .
intake and workflow andinsights B e p <

Increase Indirect Procurement’s
Impact to by 3X
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Increase spend under contract &
reduce tail spend

_____________________________________

~
J/

Increase contracts from 8% to
L 50% of top 80% spend suppliers

Autonomous Sourcing Contract Redlining
Expanded & automated Automated contract
sourcing coverage review and drafting B = -

Easy for requestors/ buyers to be

~

p
Reduce <$100K/ Yr suppliers from

compliant L 97% to less than 60%
DEPENDENCIES | L ) g .
{ Increase spend & buying channel . Increase Catalog adoption from
] compliance i L 1% - 26% to 80%+ )
""""""""""""""""""" e N

Refresh Category
Taxonomy

Increase in contract benefits
realization

N e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e = e e

Increase spend w/ awarded
Suppliers from 10% to 80%+

Update Policies

(
\
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